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ANSWER TO BRIEF OF RESPONDENTS 
Case No. 9507&2-CA 
REESE W. GRIFFITHS, 
Petitioner, 
vs.. 
BOARD OF REVIEW, 
Res; ondents, 
TO THE UTHH COURT OF APPEALS AND THE HONORABLE JUDGES THEREIN: 
Claimant does not accept that Board of Reviews position is 
reasonable and rational. They have rules that all adversely affected 
parties will be participants. Claimant was not a participant. 
It is not reasonable or rational that Claimant went without 
income from any source from April until the end of May. Employment 
was not offered by Richardson Construction Co. __ . . , , , 
Claimant wanted work. 
Claimant was forced by no offer of employment from Richardson 
Construction to file for benefits on May 2b, 1995* 
Claimant accepted any and asked for any employment Richardson 
Construction had available. In his telephone contacts following move, 
He specifically asked "Please notifiy me of ANY work you have for me.". 
Claimant demonstrated his willingness to accept this employment. 
Claimant had no reason to expect employers "Slow-Down" had indeed 
ended. Claimant was never told that if he moved to S.L.C. he would 
have continuing employment. No such promise* exists or was relayed. 
CERTIPICAT OP MAILING 
SERVED by mailing, postage prepaid to the following on the 
of April, 1996 two cories to: 
EMM-. R. TKOM..S #4681 
K. ALLAN ZABEL #359** 
At+ornies for Respondent 
Board of Review 
140 East 300 South 
P 0 Box 45244 
Salt Lake City, UT 84145-0244 
REESE W. GRIFF! 
Claimant never "Qmit" Claimant had to move as employer 
could not keep him fully employed. 
IN ANSWER TO SUMMARY: 
Employer never offered employment in the Salt Lake area that was 
refused. Claimant would have accepted any employment offered by 
Richardson Construction ^iNYWHERS, ANYPLACE, ANYTIME. 
Claimant never limited himself to accenting "only out-of-state" 
work. 
The Board of Review should not have expected additional evidence 
from the claimant following a favorable decision by ALJ. 
No work was offered to claimant to "Quit" before moving out 
of S.L.C. 
The Richardson Company through their legal representative offered 
only excuses for not offering work after Claimant filed claim* 
While Richardson Company officials drive around in their LUXURY 
VEHICLES on Vacation, one is asked to believe, destitute Claimant 
refuses to work for them? This I say is not reasonable or rational. 
This is not compassionate, nor justice! 
ARE THEY TO GROW WEALTHY ON THE TRAGEDY OF REESE? 
WHILE THEY OFFER NO EMPLOYMENT, THEY FIGHT BENEFITS CLAIMED?? 
WHAT KIND OF BENEFITS ARE THESE FOR ^ UNEMPLOYED? ? 
REESE W. GRIFFITHS 
CLAIMANT PETITIONER, PRO SE 
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EI THE UTAH COURT OF APFEAfiS 
REESE W. GRIFFITHS, 
Petitioner, 
vs.. 
BOARD OF REVIEW, 
Res ondents, 
ANSWER TO BRIEF OF RESPONDENTS 
Case No. 9507«2-CA 
TO THE UTHH COURT OF APPEALS AND THE HONORABLE JUDGES THEREIN: 
Claimant does not accept that Board of Reviews petition is 
reasonable and rational. They have rules that all adversely affected 
parties will be participants. Claimant was not a participant. 
It Is not reasonable or rational that Claimant went without 
income from any source from April until the end of May. Employment 
was not offered by Richardson Construction Co.
 Claiinant w a n t e d w o r i u 
Claimant was forced by no offer of employment from Richardson 
Construction to file for benefits on May 28, 1995. 
Claimant accepted any and asked for any employment Richardson 
Construction had available. In his telephone contacts following move, 
He specifically asked "Please notifiy me of ANY work you have for me*". 
Claimant demonstrated his willingness to accept this employment. 
Claimant had no reason to expect employers "Slow-Down" had indeed 
ended. Claimant was never told that if he moved tojS.L.C. he would 
have continuing employment. No aueh promise/ exists or was relayed. 
Claimant never "Omit" Claimant had to move as employer 
could not keep him fully employed. 
IN ANSWER TO SUMMARY: 
Employer never offered employment in the Salt Lake area that was 
refused. Claimant would have accepted any employment offered by 
Richardson Construction ANYWHERE, .iNYPLACE, ANYTIME. 
Claimant never lim#ted himself to accenting "only out-of-state" 
work. 
The Board of Review should not have expected additional evidence 
from the claimant following a favorable decision by ALJ* 
No work was offered to claimant to "Quit" before moving out 
of S.L.C. 
The Richardson Company through their legal representative offered 
only excuses for not offering work after Claimant filed claim* 
While Richardson Company officials drive around in their LUXURY 
^kuCLES on Vacation, one is asked to believe, destitute Claimant 
refuses to work for them? This I say is not reasonable or rational. 
This is not compassionate, nor justice! 
ARE THEY TO GROW WEALTHY ON THE TRAGEDY OP REESE? 
WHILE THEY OFFER NO EMPLOYMENT, THEY FIGHT BENEFITS CLAIMED?? 
WHAT KIND OF BENEFITS ARE THESE FOR TH^UNEMPLOYED? ? 
CERTIFICAT OP MAILING 
SERVED by mailing, postage prepaid to the foIldWLng on the 29th 
of April, 1996 two copies to: 
E*M«. R. TKOM^ -S #4681 
K. ALLAN ZABEL #3598 
At^ornies for Respondent 
Board of Review 
140 East 500 South 
M 0 Box 45244 
Salt Lake City, TO 84145-0244 
